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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 03/1 1/2009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Regarding claims 1, 7, 15, 20 and 26, applicant argues that Altmann does not 
teach "determining, by the source device, closed caption processing capabilities of a 
couple display device [sink device]". 

However, the examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicant. Altmann 
discloses a technique of transmitting auxiliary data, such as closed caption data, 
from a content source, i.e. set top box, see abstract and col. 3 lines 34-41. 
Altmann further recites that the content source receives a message, i.e. display 
properties signal 175, from a display device (sink device) which allows the source 
device to decide whether the display device is capable of processing the auxiliary 
data and determining whether to send to auxiliary data based on said message 
information; col. 3 lines 61-67, col. 4 lines 1-11 and figure 1B. Furthermore, 
Altmann discloses that the display properties data may be stored in a PROM 
implementing an EDID standard; and that the display device responds to a query 
from the content source (when the display device is initially connected) by 
sending the properties data signal 175 to the content source, col. 6 lines 9-20 
and lines 42-52. It is clear that in response to receiving the display properties 
signal 175 message, the source device is the one apparatus which processes 
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and determines the properties of the display device. Therefore, Altmann clearly 
discloses the feature of "determining, by the source device, closed caption 
processing capabilities of a couple display device [sink device]". 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 3, 4, 7 - 10, 15 - 18 and 26-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Altmann (Patent No US 7,143,328) in view of Hayes et al 
(Patent No US 6,938,101). Hereinafter, referenced as Altmann and Hayes, respectively. 

Regarding claim 1, Altmann discloses a method for selectively passing closed 
caption data from a source device to a display device (Col. 3 lines 34-38) comprising: 

receiving a data signal in said source device, said data signal including un- 
rendered closed caption data and video data (Col. 3 lines 34-38, a set top box, i.e. 
source, receives data signals which include un-rendered closed caption data from a 
head end); 
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separating said video data from said un-rendered closed caption data (Col. 3 line 
58 - col. 4 line 1 1 ; wherein un-rendered closed caption data is either separated or 
multiplexed to a signal sent to the sink device based on the sink device capabilities); 

determining, by the source device, closed caption processing capabilities of said 
display device (Col. 3 line 58 - col. 4 line 1 1 ; the source device determines the display 
device, i.e. sink device, capabilities because it either separates or multiplexes the un- 
rendered closed caption data based on the closed capability of the sink device); 

and transmitting said un-rendered closed caption data to said display device if 
said display device is configured to process un-rendered closed caption data (Col. 3 line 
58 - col. 4 linesl 1 ; wherein the closed caption data is transmitted, i.e. output auxiliary 
data, to the display device if the display device is capable of processing the closed 
caption data based on the information in the EDID of the display device). 

However, it is noted that Altmann fails to explicitly disclose determining if said 
display device has requested said un- rendered closed caption data; and transmitting- 
said un-rendered closed caption data to said display device only if said display device 
has requested said un-rendered closed caption data. 

Nevertheless, in a similar field of endeavor Hayes discloses determining if said 
display device has requested said un-rendered closed caption data; and transmitting- 
said un-rendered closed caption data to said display device only if said display device 
has requested said un-rendered closed caption data (Col. 26 lines 24-48; Hayes 
discloses that the source device; e.g. set top box, receives a closed caption request 
command from a display device and the source device sends the closed caption data 
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only if the display device has requested the closed caption data, the act of determining 
whether the display device has requested un- rendered closed caption data is inherent 
because closed caption data is only sent when it is requested). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Altmann by specifically providing the elements 
mentioned above, as taught by Hayes, for the purpose of allowing users of a plurality of 
display devices connected to one source device to utilize the closed caption feature 
without affecting the program display on the other display devices. 

Regarding claim 3, Altmann and Hayes disclose the method of claim 1 ; 
moreover, Altmann discloses that said determining closed caption processing 
capabilities of said display device comprises: 

communicating with said display device via said source device (Col. 6 lines 1- 20 
and lines 42-65); 

accessing extended display identification data (EDID) corresponding to said 
display device (Col. 6 line 7); 

and determining closed caption processing capabilities of said display device 
based on said EDID (Col. 6 lines 5-13 and col. 3 lines 34-38; wherein the source device 
determines the auxiliary data capabilities of the display device based on EDID 
information, wherein auxiliary data can include captions). 
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Regarding claim 4, Altmann and Hayes disclose the method of claim 1 ; 
moreover, Altmann discloses that said communication with said display device occurs 
over a digital visual interface (DVI) (Col. 2 lines 64-66; DVI interface). 

Regarding claim 7, Altmann discloses a system for selectively passing closed 
caption data from a source device to a display device (See abstract and col. 3 lines 34- 
38) comprising: 

a source device (Col. 3 lines 36-38; disclosed as set top box, a computer, or a 
DVD player, etc); 

and a sink device communicatively coupled to said source device (see fig. 1 B fig. 
4A, col. 3 11 .61-65, col. 3 lines 1 6-23; wherein the sink device is a receiver or a display 
device and is coupled to the source device by means of a DVI link); 

wherein said source device is configured to receive a data signal including un- 
rendered closed caption data and video data (Fig. 11, col. 3 lines 34-35; display device 
receives auxiliary data signals the are comprised of closed caption data, and video 
data), 

separate said video data from said un-rendered closed caption data (see col. 3 
11 .58 - col. 4 11.11; wherein un-rendered closed caption data is either separated or 
multiplexed to a signal sent to the sink device based on the sink device capabilities), 

determine, by the source device, closed caption processing capabilities of said 
sink device, and if said sink device is configured to process un-rendered closed caption 
data, transmit said un- rendered closed caption data to said sink device (Col. 3 line 58 - 
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col. 4 line 1 1 ; the source device determines the sink device, i.e. display device, 
capabilities because it either separates or multiplexes the un-rendered closed caption 
data based on the closed capability of the sink device ; wherein the closed caption data 
is transmitted to the display device if the display device is capable of processing the 
closed caption data based on the information in the EDID of the display device). 

However, it is noted that Altmann fails to explicitly disclose that if a sink device 
requests un-rendered closed caption data, then transmit said un-rendered closed 
caption data to said sink device. 

Nevertheless, in a similar field of endeavor Hayes discloses that if a sink device 
requests un-rendered closed caption data, then transmit said un-rendered closed 
caption data to said sink device (Col. 26 lines 24-48; Hayes discloses that the source 
device; e.g. set top box, receives a closed caption request command from a display 
device and the source device sends the closed caption data only if the display device 
has requested the closed caption data, the act of determining whether the display 
device has requested un- rendered closed caption data is inherent because closed 
caption data is only sent when it is requested). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Altmann by specifically providing the elements 
mentioned above, as taught by Hayes, for the purpose of allowing users of a plurality of 
display devices connected to one source device to utilize the closed caption feature 
without affecting the program display on the other display devices. 
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Regarding claim 8, Altmann and Hayes disclose the system of claim 7; 
moreover, Altmann discloses that said source device comprises a set-top box (Col. 3 
lines 36-38). 

Regarding claim 9, Altmann and Hayes disclose the system of claim 7; 
moreover, Altmann discloses that said sink device comprises one of a digital television, 
a computer monitor, or a projector (Col. 6 line 2). 

Regarding claim 10, Altmann and Hayes disclose the system of claim 7; 
moreover, Altmann discloses that said source device is communicatively coupled to 
said sink device via a digital visual interface (Col. 2 lines 64-66). 

Regarding claims 15, 16, 17 and 18, Altmann and Hayes disclose all the 
limitations of claims 15, 16, 17 and 18; therefore, claims 15, 16, 17 and 18 are rejected 
for the same reasons stated in claims 7, 8, 9 and 10, respectively. 

Regarding claims 26, 28 and 29, Altmann and Hayes disclose all the limitations 
of claims 26, 28 and 29; therefore, claims 26, 28 and 29 are rejected for the same 
reasons stated in claims 1, 3 and 4, respectively. 
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Regarding claim 27, Altmann and Hayes disclose the processor readable 
medium of claim 26; however, it is noted that Altmann fails to explicitly disclose that said 
processor instructions further instruct a processor to only transmit said un-rendered 
closed caption data to said display device upon request from said display device. 

Nevertheless, in a similar field of endeavor Hayes discloses processor 
instructions which instruct a processor to only transmit un-rendered closed caption data 
to a display device upon request from said display device (Col. 26 lines. 24-48; Hayes 
discloses that the source device, i.e. set top box, receives a closed caption request 
command from a display device and the source device sends the closed caption data 
only if the display device has requested the closed caption data, the act of determining 
whether the display device has requested un-rendered closed caption data is inherent 
because closed caption data is only sent when it is requested). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Altmann by specifically providing the elements 
mentioned above, as taught by Hayes, for the purpose of allowing users of a plurality of 
display devices connected to one source device to utilize the closed caption feature 
without affecting the program display on the other display devices. 
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4. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Altmann 
in view of Hayes further in view of Carlsgaard et al (Pub No US 2002/0186320). 
Hereinafter, referenced as Carlsgaard. 

Regarding claim 6, Altmann and Hayes disclose the method of claim 1 ; 
moreover, Altmann discloses not rendering said closed caption data to said display 
device if said display device is not configured to process un-rendered closed caption 
data (Col. 4 lines 2-11). 

However, it is noted that Altmann and Hayes fail to explicitly disclose rendering 
said closed caption data in said source device for processing. Nevertheless, the 
applicant recites in the background that traditional DVI/HDMI implementations require 
the video receiver to process and render closed captions to a display device (Paragraph 
[0004] of originally filed specification). 

Furthermore, in a similar field of endeavor Carlsgaard discloses rendering said 
closed caption data in said source device for processing (Paragraph [0032] figure 3). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Altmann and Hayes by specifically providing the 
elements mentioned above, as taught by Carlsgaard, for the purpose of allowing users 
with older display devices to view closed captions by enabling the television receiver to 
process closed caption data and render it to the display television. 
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5. Claims 11, 19 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Altmann in view of Hayes further in view of Jon Iverson, "HDMI 0.9 
Released", 30th June 2002, UltimateAVmag.com. Hereinafter, referenced as Iverson. 

Regarding claim 11, Altmann and Hayes disclose the system of claim 7; 
moreover, Altmann discloses that said source device is communicatively coupled to 
said sink device via an interface (Col. 2 lines 64-66). 

However, it is noted that Altmann and Hayes fail to explicitly disclose using 

HDMI. 

Nevertheless, in a similar field of endeavor Iverson discloses using HDMI 
interfaces which may be implemented for communication between source devices and 
display devices (Paragraph 2). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Altmann and Hayes by specifically providing the 
elements mentioned above, as taught by Iverson, for the purpose of combining high 
definition video with multi channel audio in a single interface (see Iverson paragraph 5), 
eliminating the need for multiple connections to transmit video and multi-channel audio. 

Regarding claims 19 and 30, Altmann, Hayes and Iverson disclose all the 
limitations of claims 19 and 30; therefore, claims 19 and 30 are rejected for the same 
reasons stated in claim 1 1 . 
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6. Claims 12, 13, 14, 20, 21, 22, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Altmann in view of Hayes further in view of Ozawa et al (Patent 
No US 7,023,858). Hereinafter, referenced as Ozawa. 

Regarding claim 12, Altmann and Hayes disclose the system of claim 7; 
moreover, Altmann discloses that said source device (Col. 3 lines 36-38). 

However, it is noted that Altmann and Hayes fail to explicitly disclose that the 
source device is configured to be communicatively coupled to a head end unit. 

Nevertheless, in a similar field of endeavor Ozawa discloses that the source 
device is configured to be communicatively coupled to a head end unit (Col. 3 lines 43- 
46). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Altmann and Hayes by specifically providing the 
elements mentioned above, as taught by Ozawa, for the purpose of enabling 
subscribers to purchase premium programming from the head-end. 

Regarding claim 13, Altmann and Hayes disclose the system of claim 7; 
moreover, Altmann discloses that said source device comprises: 
a central processing unit (Col. 3 lines 36-38; set to box), 
a digital visual interface input/output (Col. 2 lines 64-66), 
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an 12C bus communicatively coupling said central processing unit and said 
digital visual interface input/output (Col. 6 lines 54-55); 

However, it is noted that Altmann and Hayes fail to explicitly disclose that a 
source device may comprise a number of data storage units, and a processor 
communicatively coupled to the central processing unit and to the digital visual interface 
input/output. 

Nevertheless, in a similar field of endeavor Ozawa discloses that a source device 
may comprise a number of data storage units (Col. 4 lines 6-7), 

and a processor communicatively coupled to the central processing unit and to 
the digital visual interface input/output (Col. 6 lines 5-24 and figure 2). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Altmann and Hayes by specifically providing the 
elements mentioned above, as taught by Ozawa, for the purpose of enabling he 
optimization of rapid video processing as disclosed by Ozawa; moreover, allowing the 
storage of media and/or auxiliary data in the source device. 

Regarding claim 14, Altmann, Hayes and Ozawa disclose the system of claim 
13; moreover, Altmann discloses that said source device is configured to determine 
closed caption processing capabilities of said sink device through said digital visual 
interface input/output (Col. 3 line 58 - col. 4 line 11). 
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Regarding claim 20, Altmann discloses a source device configured to selectively 
pass closed caption data from a source device to a display device (Col. 3 lines 34-38) 
comprising: 

a central processing unit (Col. 3 lines 36-38; set to box); 

a digital visual interface input/output (Col. 2 lines 64-66); 

an I2C bus communicatively coupling said central processing unit and said digital 
visual interface input/output (Col. 6 lines 54-55); 

wherein said source device is configured to receive a data signal including un- 
rendered closed caption data and video data (Col. 3 lines 34-38, a set top box, i.e. 
source, receives data signals which include un-rendered closed caption data from a 
head end), 

separate said video data from said un-rendered closed caption data (Col. 3 line 
58 - col. 4 line 1 1 ; wherein un-rendered closed caption data is either separated or 
multiplexed to a signal sent to the sink device based on the sink device capabilities), 

determine, by the source device, closed caption processing capabilities of a 
communicatively coupled display device (Col. 3 line 58 - col. 4 line 1 1 ; the source 
device determines the display device, i.e. sink device, capabilities because it either 
separates or multiplexes the un-rendered closed caption data based on the closed 
capability of the sink device), 

and if said display device is configured to process un-rendered closed caption 
data, transmitting said un-rendered closed caption data to said display device (Col. 3 
line 58 - col. 4 linesl 1 ; wherein the closed caption data is transmitted, i.e. output 
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auxiliary data, to the display device if the display device is capable of processing the 
closed caption data based on the information in the EDID of the display device). 

However, it is noted that Altmann fails to explicitly disclose that if a sink device 
requests un-rendered closed caption data, then transmit said un-rendered closed 
caption data to said sink device. 

Nevertheless, in a similar field of endeavor Hayes discloses that if a sink device 
requests un-rendered closed caption data, then transmit said un-rendered closed 
caption data to said sink device (Col. 26 lines 24-48; Hayes discloses that the source 
device; e.g. set top box, receives a closed caption request command from a display 
device and the source device sends the closed caption data only if the display device 
has requested the closed caption data, the act of determining whether the display 
device has requested un- rendered closed caption data is inherent because closed 
caption data is only sent when it is requested). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Altmann by specifically providing the elements 
mentioned above, as taught by Hayes, for the purpose of allowing users of a plurality of 
display devices connected to one source device to utilize the closed caption feature 
without affecting the program display on the other display devices. 

However, it is noted that Altmann and Hayes fail to explicitly disclose that a 
source device may comprise a number of data storage units, and a processor 
communicatively coupled to the central processing unit and to the digital visual interface 
input/output. 
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Nevertheless, in a similar field of endeavor Ozawa discloses that a source device 
may comprise a number of data storage units (Col. 4 lines 6-7), 

and a processor communicatively coupled to the central processing unit and to 
the digital visual interface input/output (Col. 6 lines 5-24 and figure 2). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Altmann and Hayes by specifically providing the elements 
mentioned above, as taught by Ozawa, for the purpose of enabling he optimization of 
rapid video processing as disclosed by Ozawa; moreover, allowing the storage of media 
and/or auxiliary data in the source device. 

Regarding claims 21, 22 and 23, Altmann, Hayes and Ozawa disclose all the 
limitations of claims 21 , 22 and 23; therefore, claims 21 , 22 and 23 are rejected for the 
same reasons stated in claims 3, 4 and 8, respectively. 



7. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Altmann 
in view of Hayes further in view of Magendanz et al (Pub No US 2004/0080482). 
Hereinafter, referenced as Magendanz. 

Regarding claim 31, Altmann and Hayes disclose the method of claim 1; 
moreover, Altmann discloses a source device connected to a display device, wherein 
the source device selectively is selectively transmitting un-rendered closed caption data 
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only to the display device only if the display device is configured to process un-rendered 
closed caption data and if the display device has requested the un-rendered closed 
caption data (See rejection of claim 1). 

However, it is noted that Altmann and Hayes fail to explicitly disclose that the 
source device is in communication with a plurality of display devices. 

Nevertheless, in a similar field of endeavor Magendanz discloses that the source 
device is in communication with a plurality of display devices (Paragraph [0035] fig 2). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Altmann and Hayes by specifically providing the 
elements mentioned above, as taught by Magendanz, for the benefit of providing the 
user with the ability of connecting a plurality of display devices to a source device and 
having the same amount of desktop space (display size) of a large display while saving 
money. 



8. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Altmann 
in view of Hayes further in view of Kessler et al (Patent No US 6,373,526). Hereinafter, 
referenced as Kessler. 

Regarding claim 32, Altmann and Hayes disclose the method of claim 3; 
moreover, Altmann discloses determining if a display device supports closed caption 
(See rejection claim 1). 
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However, it is noted that Altmann and Hayes fail to explicitly disclose determining 
a closed caption type. 

Nevertheless, in a similar field of endeavor Kessler discloses determining a 
closed caption type (Col. 6 lines 40-45; EIA-608 and EIA-708 closed captioning 
standards). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Altmann and Hayes by specifically providing the 
elements mentioned above, as taught by Kessler, for the purpose of providing the 
device with ability to decode the best closed caption format that may be available with 
the programming that a user is viewing, as taught by Kessler. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JUNIOR O. MENDOZA whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3573. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9am - 5pm 
EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Koenig can be reached on (571)272-7296. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Junior O Mendoza 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2423 

/J. O. M./ 
June 15, 2009 

/Andrew Y Koenig/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2423 



